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kind of bipartisan commonsense pro-
tections this bill provides. We must
pass this bill and not delay or deny the
American public what so many of us
have promised them time and time
again since 1998.

More than 160 million Americans re-
ceive health services through managed
care. Sixty-three percent of the insured
population in this country have em-
ployment-based insurance. This pa-
tients’ bill of rights would not only en-
sure a basic minimal level of health
care for these Americans but also en-
sure that doctors, and not bureaucrats,
are making decisions when it comes to
patient care.

We must pass the newly revised
Ganske-Dingell-Norwood-Berry pa-
tients’ bill of rights, H.R. 2563. This bill
gives HMO patients the right to choose
their own doctor, covers all Americans
with employer-based insurance, en-
sures that external reviews are con-
ducted by independent and qualified
physicians, and holds a plan account-
able when it makes a decision that
harms or kills someone. It also pro-
vides access to emergency room care,
OB-GYNs, pediatricians, specialty care
providers, and clinical trials and pre-
scription drugs.

And while it does allow patients to
sue in Federal and State courts, the
newly revised bill makes it clear that
employers will not be sued for wrongs
committed by health plans. It limits
employer liability by providing an ex-
emption for self-employed plans and
permitting employers to appoint a de-
cisionmaker to immunize them from
lawsuits.

Mr. Speaker, furthermore, this legis-
lation narrows the scope of defined vio-
lations to provide meaningful protec-
tions for employers trying to provide
the best care they can for employers
and employees.

Mr. Speaker, an understandable and
equally important concern for many of
America’s hardworking employers is
the increased cost of providing health
care for their employees. H.R. 2563 has
been crafted to minimize this risk as
well. The Congressional Budget Office
issued a cost analysis of the McCain-
Edwards-Kennedy bill, which is vir-
tually identical to H.R. 2563, and con-
cluded it would increase health insur-
ance premiums by only a de minimis
amount.

Moreover, a cost increase may never
occur, since many HMOs have changed
their policies over the past 3 years to
ensure that patients can obtain medi-
cally necessary care. I applaud these
HMOs and hope that others will follow,
especially since some Members of the
House seem determined to never let
H.R. 2563 be considered on the House
floor. I think that would be a travesty,
Mr. Speaker. This patients’ bill of
rights represents a critical step toward
improving our health care system by
placing control of patient care firmly
in the hands of patients and their doc-
tors.

I implore my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to think of their constitu-

ents and the promises that we have
made to improve health care in Amer-
ica. We must pass meaningful health
care reform. We must pass this pa-
tients’ bill of rights, and we must do it
now.

f

RURAL CLEANSING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, we can
never satisfy government’s appetite for
money or land. If we gave every depart-
ment or agency up here twice what
they are getting now, they would be
happy for a short time but then they
would be coming back to us crying
about a shortfall in funding. But it is
this threat to land and to private prop-
erty that especially concerns me to-
night.

The Federal Government today owns
over 30 percent of the land in this coun-
try, and State and local governments
and quasi-governmental agencies own
another 20 percent. So that half the
land today is in some type of public
control.

b 2015

The alarming thing is the rapid rate
at which that government control of
land has been increasing in the last 30
or 40 years. Then on top of that, we
continue to put more and more restric-
tions on what people can do with the
private property that remains in their
hands.

We have to realize at some point, Mr.
Speaker, that private property is one
of the few things that has set us apart
from countries like the former Soviet
Union and Cuba and other socialist and
communist nations. We need to recog-
nize that private property is a very,
very important part of our freedom and
our prosperity.

I have talked about these restrictions
on what people can do with their land.
There are groups all over the country
that protest any time anybody wants
to dig for coal, drill for any oil, cut any
trees, or produce any natural gas. What
they are doing is hurting the poor and
lower- and middle-income people most
of all by destroying jobs and driving up
prices on everything.

I want to bring to the attention of
my colleagues tonight a column that
was in the Wall Street Journal a few
days ago called ‘‘Rural Cleansing’’ by
Kimberley Strassel, who is an assistant
editor and columnist for the Wall
Street Journal.

She wrote a column, most of which I
want to read at this time. She talks
about the cut off of water to 1,500 farm
families in Oregon and California’s
Klamath Basin in April because of the
sucker fish: ‘‘The environmental
groups behind the cut off continue to
declare that they were simply con-
cerned for the welfare of a bottom feed-
er. But last month these environ-
mentalists revealed another motive

when they submitted a polished pro-
posal for the government to buy off the
farmers and move them off their lands.
This is what is really happening in
Klamath. Call it rural cleansing. It is
repeating itself in environmental bat-
tles across the country.

‘‘Indeed, the goal of many environ-
mental groups from the Sierra Club
and others is no longer to protect na-
ture. It is to expunge humans from the
countryside.

‘‘The strategy of these environ-
mental groups is nearly always the
same. To sue or lobby the government
into declaring rural areas off limits to
people who live and work there. The
tools for doing this include the Endan-
gered Species Act and local preserva-
tion laws. In some cases, owners lose
their property outright. More often,
the environmentalists’ goal is to have
restrictions placed on the land that ei-
ther render it unusable or persuade
owners to leave of their own accord.’’

The column continues that there was
a court decision in this case. ‘‘Since
that decision, the average value of an
acre of farm property in Klamath has
dropped from $2,500 to about $35. Most
owners have no other source of income.
So with the region suitably desperate,
the enviros dropped their bomb. Last
month they submitted a proposal urg-
ing the government to buy the farmers
off.

‘‘The council has suggested a price of
$4,000 an acre which makes it more
likely the owners will sell only to the
government. While the amount is more
than the property’s original value, it is
nowhere near enough to compensate
people for the loss of their livelihoods
and their children’s future.

‘‘The environmental groups have
picked their fight specifically with the
farmers but its acts will likely mean
the death of an entire community. The
farming industry there will lose $250
million this year. But the property tax
revenues will also decrease under new
property assessments. That will stran-
gle road and municipal projects. Local
business are dependent on the farmers
and are now suffering financially.
Should the farm acreage be cleared of
people entirely meaning no tax and no
shoppers, the community is likely to
disappear.’’

‘‘Environmentalists argue,’’ this col-
umnist continues, ‘‘that farmers
should never have been in the dry
Klamath Valley in the first place and
that they put undue stress on the land.
But the West is a primarily arid region.
Its history is one of turning inhos-
pitable areas into thriving commu-
nities through prudent and thoughtful
relocation of water.’’

The columnist goes on, ‘‘But, of
course, this is the goal. Environ-
mentalist groups have spoken openly of
their desire to concentrate people into
the cities turning everything outside
city limits into a giant park. Do the
people who give money to environ-
mental groups realize the end game is
to evict people from their land? I doubt
it.’’
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Ms. Strassel says, ‘‘The American

dream has always been to own a bit of
property on which to pursue happiness.
And we are very slowly doing away
with that in this country.’’

f

GENOCIDE AGAINST TAMILS IN
SRI LANKA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHUSTER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
genocide is often described as the
planned and systemic annihilation of a
racial, political or cultural group. As
we look at different situations around
the world, we often see instances in
which genocidal activities are being
carried out. We examine the struggle
for self-determination in Kosovo, the
ethnic conflicts in Bosnia and Mac-
edonia and every other place where we
have gone to safeguard the rights of
ethnic minorities.

We failed to do that in Rwanda, and
I do not want us to ever sit by and
allow this level of atrocity to occur
again without our intervention.

Unfortunately, there is another seri-
ous ethnic conflict under way of an al-
most genocidal bent in another part of
the world. Let me tell you where it is
and why we, the American people, do
not know much about it despite the
fact that our government is involved.
The conflict of which I speak is the
ethnic conflict that is taking place in
Sri Lanka where the Tamil minority is
systemically being destroyed by the
Sinhalese-dominated Government and
its military.

I have every reason to believe that
the Tamil minority in Sri Lanka has
been denied their legitimate rights and
are being subjected to the most inhu-
mane treatment by the Sinhalese-
dominated Government since the na-
tion became independent in 1948.

Since the Tamil people and the Sin-
halese people are concentrated pre-
dominantly on different parts of the is-
land since ancient times, Sinhalese
politicians have virtually ignored the
legitimate concerns of the Tamil mi-
nority because they are elected almost
exclusively by Sinhalese electorates.

The Tamil minority, which yearned
to share the benefits of their newly
found freedom with the Sinhalese, were
dumbfounded when the Sinhalese-
dominated Government rejected Tamil
demands for the use of their language
for regional administration, seek ad-
ministration to universities based on
merit, to secure employment opportu-
nities without discrimination, to pre-
vent their traditional homeland from
being settled by Sinhalese citizens
under government-sponsored coloniza-
tion schemes and to develop their dis-
tricts.

Furthermore, Tamil demands for any
measure of regional autonomy for
Tamil areas receive rejection by the
Sinhalese-Buddhist clergy on the
grounds that it would threaten the

spiritual and ethnic integrity of the
Sinhalese-Buddhist nation.

Every peaceful demonstration staged
by Tamils to show their displeasure
with the government was broken by
force, mostly with the tacit approval of
Sinhalese politicians. Hundreds of
Tamils have been killed; their property
damaged. As a result, almost half a
million Tamils have had to take refuge
in foreign countries. Another half mil-
lion have been displaced from their
homes within Sri Lanka. Their most
treasured library along with some of
the rarest books describing their an-
cient history and culture were delib-
erately burned by the army also with
the tacit approval of a government
minister.

Under these circumstances, Tamils
felt as if they had no choice but to en-
courage its youth to organize, and
many of their young people have taken
military action, fighting back as part
of a self-determination and liberation
front.

The LTTE, as in every civil war, has
carried out some violent acts that tar-
geted government establishments in
Sinhalese areas to counter the brutal
activities of the Sri Lanka Government
and has succeeded in some instances.
Now comes the time for the real inter-
vention that is needed. We ought not
stand by and allow this ethnic conflict
to continue to the demise of a people,
specially those who constitute the mi-
nority.

Therefore, I hope that our govern-
ment, this government, will become
more diplomatically involved, will try
and bring about peaceful resolution of
this conflict that is wrecking a nation.

f

ENERGY POLICIES FOR THE
FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PETERSON) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, tonight a group of us here
would like to talk about energy. We
have heard a lot of discussion about en-
ergy. In fact now that gasoline prices
have kind of dropped off, home heating
prices have declined and things have
sort of settled down, electric shortages
in the West have not been happening
for a few weeks, people say there is no
crisis, it is just a lot of hype, a lot of
smoke.

I am not one who believes that, and I
agree with President George Bush and
Vice President DICK CHENEY. This
country needs a comprehensive energy
policy. Let us look at the record and
see the trends happening.

Recent trends, everybody has con-
cern that the dependency on oil was
coming from parts of the world that do
not care about us, OPEC nations. We
are approaching the 60 percent factor.
That is not a healthy thing for our
country.

Coal, there has been a very flat use of
coal and a resistance to the new clean
coal-use technologies. Coal use has
been flat in this country, and maybe
slightly declining.

Then look at nuclear where the per-
centage is slowly dropping. There has
been a moratorium on new nuclear uses
ever since the problem that happened
in Pennsylvania many years ago. There
have been no new plants built or
planned; and the interesting part is in
a recent report from the Department of
Energy, the problem with nuclear con-
tinuing is the resistance of relicensing
of existing nuclear plants. If we do not
relicense our current plants, we are
going to lose a great deal of our elec-
tricity.

Then we have hydro. The Department
of Energy had the same mark beside
hydro: flat, slightly declining, difficult
to relicense. That is the view of the De-
partment of Energy.

Then we have renewables, and we
would like to see them grow and ex-
pand and take up the marketplace. In
renewables, we have had very slow
growth in solar, wind, geothermal, and
more recently fuel cells. I think fuel
cells are the one with the huge prom-
ise, probably sooner than others. There
are those who think solar and wind can
solve our problems. Every graph I look
at shows them slow, almost no growth.

Then we have the infrastructure
issue that we take for granted. We do
not worry about how our electricity
gets to us, or how our natural gas gets
to us; but we have a gas transmission
system that is not well connected and
not large enough, and does not cover
some parts of the country so there are
parts of the country that do not have
access to natural gas.

Electric transmission. We do not
think much about those electric lines
going from community to community;
but that is how we get our power, and
that system is aging, inadequate to
supply the needs of today.

The refining capacity in this country
has been slowing declining, the number
of refiners; and yet our use of petro-
leum products has been climbing at a
fast rate. Is that a healthy situation to
be in?

If we really want to have energy that
is affordable and dependable, we have
to have stable prices. To have stable
prices, we have to have ample supplies
of all kinds of energy.

A few years ago we were sort of
drunk in this country on $9 and $10 oil,
and $1.50 natural gas, and that made us
very complacent about conservation. It
made fuel costs very insignificant. But
that has all changed, and it can con-
tinue to change.

If we have an energy plan in this
country that meets our future eco-
nomic needs, we need to have one that
increases energy efficiency and con-
servation, one that ensures adequate
energy supplies in generation, renew
and expands the energy infrastructure.
We need to encourage investment in
energy technologies, provide energy as-
sistance to low-income households, and
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